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Introduction 

The objective of this study is to survey and see whether we trust our private thoughts 

more than we trust what we directly sense. This concept is entitled psychological trust. This 

study will also survey to see whether there is a social expectation that we ought to trust our 

thoughts (reports, facts, norms), instead of (or more than) we trust something immediately 

evident. This concept is entitled psychological expectation. This short survey, which will include 

both questions, will allow field testing of the concept of psychological favor. This overarching 

concept is hypothesized to be a prejudice held between cognitive phenomena and biological 

phenomena, which is the thesis of the principal investigator’s dissertation at Grand Canyon 

University (in progress). 

This can be explored initially by presenting situations to participants and asking which 

kind of phenomena they trust more (for example, an authoritative report of the 

temperature/weather outside, versus going outside to see how they feel about it). This exists in 

the literature already as E.J. Gibson’s visual cliff, Ainsworth and Bowlby’s attachment theories, 

and many other theories about social awkwardness and conformity (Ainsworth & Bell, 1970; 

Fischer-Mamblona, 2000; Gibson & Walk, 1960). Although this topic has been much studied, 



what has not been asked, perhaps, is whether humans become attached to their private thoughts 

about each other, and end up trusting those (more than they trust each other). 

Background of the Problem 

The problem is a gap in the research asking whether we place more trust in privately held 

mental phenomena than we do in living things we can all see, feel, and share. Trust has been 

explored by E.J Gibson in the famous Visual Cliff experiment, and by Mary Ainsworth in the 

famous Strange Situation (Ainsworth & Bell, 1970; Gibson & Walk, 1960). Many of the 

dimensions of trust have been studied and hypothesized to be psychological relationships—

which cognition can adapt to and overcome by forming lasting discriminant judgments. What has 

not been asked, is whether any lasting judgment fosters discrimination, so that the human species 

ends up placing more trust in its inner discriminations than just treating people openly, kindly, 

and with indeterminate positive regard. This can be explored by proposing situations requiring a 

choice of which to trust (much like the visual cliff—either to place trust in one’s primary 

attachment or in one’s personal mental depth perception). 

Theoretical Foundations & Review of the Literature/Themes 

The theoretical model is based on the Fiske Stereotype Content Model (SCM) at 

Princeton (Fiske & North, 2014). That model has more than a decade of research studying 

enduring prejudicial attitudes toward classes of human individuals. This model seems ideal to 

study a possible preferential attitude (greater warmth and trust) for human cognition, with 

disregard and scorn for less cognitive awareness styles—since they do not place their trust in 

internal phenomena. One example is the common occurrence of a child not thinking ahead of 

time to put a jacket on before going outside. However, this study will explore whether this scorn 

and condescension for the child-like behavior is based on a preferential trust in ‘mentally 



checking’ (an internal, cognitive appreciation)—rather than going outside to see whether a jacket 

is needed (a sensory checking, which is a more external/instantaneous appreciation). Teaching 

children to trust facts and figures (rather than discover life and determine meanings for 

themselves) may underlie conditions such as lost self-worth and depression, and the exhibition of 

inexplicably non-survivable behaviors. Perhaps, when children feel they have failed to project on 

the inside what others say they should feel, they may exhibit helpless acceptance of unreachable 

feelings, or exhibit oppositional responses to protest having to imagine what they do not feel. 

Problem Statement 

It is not known whether more trust is placed in mental facts than in immediate 

experience. Further, it is not known whether there is a social expectation to place trust in mental 

criteria rather than discover life directly. 

Research Questions, Hypotheses, and Variables 

The following operationalized variables and hypotheses will allow investigation and 

analysis of the problem. 

Variables for R1 (psychological trust): 

A: Kind of Trust – a nominal/categorical variable representing the kind of phenomena the 

behavioral trust response will refer to. These will be coded as “1” for trust of mental 

(known) phenomena and “0” for trust of biological (investigated) phenomena. 

B: Attachment Response – a nominal/categorical variable representing the behavioral 

trust/distrust response. These will be coded as “1” for positive (e.g. trust) and “0” for 

negative (e.g. distrust). 

 

 



Research Question 1: 

R1: Is the proportion of trust for psychological phenomena the same as the proportion of 

trust for biological phenomena? 

H10: The proportion of trust for psychological phenomena is the same as the 

proportion of trust for biological phenomena. 

H1A: The proportion of trust for psychological phenomena is not the same as the 

proportion of trust for biological phenomena. 

Variables for R2 (psychological expectation): 

A: Kind of Expectation – a nominal/categorical variable representing the kind of 

phenomena the expectation of trust suggests. These will be coded as “1” for mental 

phenomena and “0” for biological phenomena. 

B: Operant Response – a nominal/categorical variable representing the kind of 

phenomena observers expect should be trusted more. These will be coded as “1” for 

mental phenomena and “0” for biological phenomena.  

Research Question 2: 

R2: Is the proportion of responses of expected trust for psychological phenomena the 

same as the proportion of responses of expected trust for biological phenomena? 

H20: The proportion of responses of expected trust for psychological phenomena 

is the same as the proportion of responses of expected trust for biological 

phenomena. 

H2A: The proportion of responses of expected trust for psychological phenomena 

is not the same as the proportion of responses of expected trust for biological 

phenomena. 



Significance of the Study 

This study is significant because it asks a question about the veneration of inner 

cognitions (greater trust in those), and a possible prejudice against the innocent drive to acquire 

direct sensory evidence. This mental prejudice seems to correspond to collapses of self-worth 

when reciprocal trust is mainly between concepts rather than between individuals, and results in 

apprehensive responses similar to stereotype threat (common to other studies of prejudice). 

These are especially poignant and pertinent with respect to developing children, whose simple 

joy of discovery seems it is being replaced by (domesticated by) the demand to revere mental 

projections of what lies behind unopened doors. 

Rationale for Methodology 

A quantitative/descriptive, McNemar chi-square test methodology will aid the 

exploration of this topic, which seeks to show an overemphasis on mental conclusions 

(prejudice) after which the physiological underpinnings struggle to conform to those 

expectations. The McNemar test is ideal for this particular need since the common chi-square 

approach can be misleading for a within-subjects design such as this one (Adedokun & Burgess, 

2011). 

Nature of the Research Design for the Study 

An online survey will be presented, allowing participants to express opinions about 

things (as in a political survey or savor opinion survey) suggesting more trust for authoritative 

thoughts about what things must be, versus trusting things directly by going to see for oneself. 

An example is trusting a weather report versus going outside to see, or how one projects a feeling 

about the numbers on a temperature gauge, versus how one feels by going outside where no 

numbers exist to project feelings about. 



Purpose of the Study 

The objective of this study is to survey and see whether we trust thoughts more than we 

trust what we directly sense (psychological trust). 

Instrumentation or Sources of Data 

A short, 10-question online survey using 7-point Likert items will be the study 

instrument. 

Data Collection Procedures 

Participants will be recruited using the Social Psychology Network (which hosts this 

capability), psychology student groups at LinkedIn, and the Psi Chi International Honor Society 

(which also provides this service to members). 

Data Analysis Procedures 

Data will be screened and cleaned for missing or spurious data, then collapsed to binary 

responses (with neutral results fitted or screened). It will then be analyzed using the McNemar 

chi-square method in IBM SPSS version 21, followed by Bonferroni correction as a post hoc. 

Ethical Considerations 

This study will not entail any ethical risks. Mental judgments will be solicited as with a 

political poll or product comparison, following informed consent. Human subjects research 

standards will be followed by the co-investigators and the study must pass IRB approval. No 

conflicts of interest are known. The risk of participating is minimal, and participants will be able 

to exit the instrument at any time. No incentives are planned, other than to be a part of research 

which may contribute to general knowledge. 

  



References 

Adedokun, O. A., & Burgess, W. D. (2011). Analysis of paired dichotomous data: A gentle 

introduction to the McNemar Test in SPSS. Journal of MultiDisciplinary Evaluation, 

8(17), 125-131. Retrieved from http://journals.sfu.ca/jmde/index.php/jmde_1/article 

/download/336/337 

Ainsworth, M. D. S., & Bell, S. M. (1970). Attachment, exploration, and separation: Illustrated 

by the behavior of one-year-olds in a strange situation. Child Development, 41(1), 49-67. 

doi:10.2307/1127388 

Fischer-Mamblona, H. (2000). On the evolution of attachment-disordered behaviour. Attachment 

& Human Development, 2(1), 8-21. doi:10.1080/146167300361291 

Fiske, S. T., & North, M. S. (2014). Measures of stereotyping and prejudice: Barometers of bias. 

Measures of Personality and Social Psychological Constructs, 684. Retrieved from 

http://static1.1.sqspcdn.com/static/f/1605966/24201752/1389641568813/North_Measures

.pdf?token=t3Halo6NigLHdngAdSzX89pFZiE%3D 

Gibson, E. J., & Walk, R. D. (1960). The "visual cliff." Scientific American, 202, 67–71. 

Retrieved from http://stcmpsy.files.wordpress.com/2012/04/gibson-and-walk-original-

text.pdf 


